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MIGRATION: A PROBLEM OF YOUTH IN UTAH1 
By JOSEPH A. GEDDES· 
, INTRODUCTION 
M IGRATION has always been a problem of major importance in Utah. During early days migration to the Mormon area was 
known as the "gathering". The concept was unusual because it in ... 
cluded not only the searching out of those believed to be the "honest 
in heart" from many nations through an extensive missionary sys ... 
tem, but also because it possessed an "idealogy" of planned build ... 
ing of' what was expected to be superior communities (Zions) to 
engage the efforts and strivings of such people when brought to ... 
get,her. It is in the development 6f this idealogy-this method of 
bUilding a superior culture with the religious motive as the domi ... 
nant permeating one-that Utah's early leaders centered their 
efforts. The result was a picturesque cultural configuration within 
the larger American mold that remains distinctive. 
The epic of "gathering" has come to a natural ending. The 
people who were brought together have demonstrated themselves 
to be an expanding people. Within fifty years they began to crowd 
tillable areas and thereafter began slowly to move beyond the 
mountain borders, overflowing the basin and retracing the steps of 
their forefathers. "Dispersion" has replaced the concept of "gath ... 
ering." Large population bulges now extend into surrounding states 
and to the Pacific Coast. Substantial out-movements reach northern 
and eastern states. Between 1930 and 1940 Utah ... born people in ... 
creased in every state of the union except Vermont, Iowa, South 
Dakota, Oklahoma, Idaho, and Arizona. 
PURPOSE OF STUDY 
The pU.J;pose of this study is to bring together available infor ... 
mation contained in a Utah youth survey of migration and in the 
Sixteenth Census covering migration between 1935 ... 1940. Taken 
together, the extensive census study and the more limited Utah 
youth study supplement each other. 
An attempt is made to clarify population movement (1 ) within 
the state, and (2) into and out of the state. 
1. Final report on project 207 -Purnell 
2. Research professor of Rural Sociology 
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Specifically, answers are sought concerning: 
1. What counties of Utah have increased population during 
the war? 
2. What counties have lost population during the war? 
3. What population groups are losing or gaining population? 
4. Where are Utah ... born migrants going to live? 
5. Where did present residents of Utah come from? 
6. In what concentric out ... migration circles or areas is migra-
tion strongest? 
7. What are the sources of Salt Lake City's population 
growth? 
8. What are the sizes of communities from which Utah's in-
migrants come and out-migrants go? 
9. To what extent is Utah's present population foreign born? 
10. At what age do young people migrate? 
11. Is out ... migration greater in small than in large communi-
ties? 
12. Is population pressure responsihle for Utah's out-migra ... 
tion? 
13. How do occupations in Utah compare with those of the 
United States? 
14. Are the out ... migrants from Utah above average in educa-
ti~ . 
SOURCES 
The materials for this bulletin were drawn chiefly from two 
sources: The first of these-the Sixteenth Census of the United 
States, 1940-contains much more information about migration 
than any preceding census, particularly for the period 1935-1940 
during which both in and out-migration were covered for the entire 
country. The second source consists of unpublished data contained 
in a study of "Youth in Utah-migration, employment and educa-
tion." This study of youth in Utah included 66,593 youths 15 years 
old and over. The project was a cooperative one between the U. S. 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, Pacific Area and the Rural 
SOCiology Department of the Utah Agricultural Experiment Sta-
tion. The State Department of Public Instruction of Utah sponsored 
the project. In 1941, pupils in the 6th, 8th, 10th, and 12th grades 
filled in schedules dealing with migration, occupation and educa.-
tion of their siblings over 15 under the supervision of teachers. In 
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Salt Lake City pupils in the 5th, 7th, 9th and 11 th grades assisted. 
The sample was drawn to reach all of the schools of. the state and 
with few exceptions did so. The tabulation of this material was 
interrupted by the war so that only limited information is available 
from it. 
Year 
1900 
1910 
1920 
1930 
1940 
Table 1. Population of Utah 1900-1940 
SOME CONSIDERATIONS AND TRENDS 
Population 
276,749 
373,351 
449,396 
507,847 
550,310 
While the farm population of Utah has been declining and the 
rural nonfarm and the urban increasing the total population of the 
state has increased steadily but slowly (table 1 ). It cannot be said 
that Utah's population has become stationary, but it is almost so. 
So far as agriculture is concerned little expansion is expected, but 
the possession of large deposits of coal, iron, copper, phosphate, 
magnesium, and other minerals point to the possibility of indus ... 
trial expansion through which a much larger population could be 
sustained. It is well to take account of the total out and in ... migra ... 
tion as well as the net in considering the migration picture. For ex ... 
ample, a study dealing with net migration from farms between 1930 
and 1940 shows that Utah's net was ... 26.6 percene Stated as a 
percentage without regard t~ numbers this shows a rate exceeded 
only by the states of North and South Dakota. A misleading pic ... 
ture of total migration is the result. The total out ... migrants from 
Utah farms between 1935 and 1940 were only 8,257 and the in ... 
migrants 6,902. Thus, while the net was proportionately high the 
total farm migration was small. The total out ... migration for Utah, 
on the other hand, for this period was 43,218 as against an in ... 
migration of 30,826. Out ... migrants for North Dakota numbered 86, .. 
699 for the 5 year period and the in .. migrants 20,218, or less than 
one ... fourth as many. The margin or net ... migration from Utah to 
other states while growing is still much smaller than that of the two 
Dakota's, Nebraska, Oklahoma, and Kansas. 
3. Bemert, Eleanor H . Volume and comp _sWon of net migration from the 
rura1~farm population. 1930-1940. for the United States, major geographic 
divisions and states. U . S. Dept. Agr. 1944. p. 5. (processed). 
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Migration takes place when there is change in residence. It 
is a much more restricted term than mobility which also includes 
travel where there is no change of residence. Net migration reveals 
only a small part of the total migration picture. There may be a 
large in .. migration where there is a net out .. migration. Nor is net 
migration an adequate indicator or index of the forces which sus .. 
tain it. The same social forces which cause migration may also 
cause change of vocation. Instead of moving out of a state people 
may change their occupations. There is evidence that Utah people 
are loath to leave the state. Thus, while the net out .. migration of 
rural farm people between 1935 and 1940 was only 1,355, the total 
number of farm people in the state fell from 106,667 in 1930 to 
94,352 in 1940. In the meantime the rural nonfarm population in ... 
creased from 134,916 in 1930 to 150,465 in 1940. Many farmers 
obviously gave up farming for a nonfarm occupation in the village 
during this decade. 
It is also well to keep in mind the relative importance of the 
groups to be considered. The rural and urban population of the 
state for 1940 is given in table 2. 
Table 2. Population of Utah by residence, urban and rural, 1940 
(Sixteenth Census of the United States, Population Vol. II) 
Groups 
Total 
Total urban 
Cities over 100,000 
Other urban 
Total rural 
Rural nonfarm 
Rural farm 
Urban farm 
Total farm 
Population 
550,310 
305,493 
149,949 
155,559 
244,817 
150,465 
94,352 
10,306 
104,658 
Percentage 
100.0 
55.5 
27.2 
28.3 
44.5 
27.3 
17.1 
1.9 
19.0 
Another consideration of consequence is the direction of pop .. 
ulation trends. The urban population of Utah grew from 215,584 in 
1920, to 266,264 in 1930, to 305,493 in 1940; the rural nonfarm in .. 
creased from 101,940 in 1920, to 134,916 in 1930, to 150,465 in 
1940. But the rural farm population fell from 131,872 to 106,667, 
to 94,352 in the three census periods. However, the total rural 
population of farm and nonfarm increased slightly from 233,812 in 
1920, to 241,583 in 1930, to 244,817 in 1940. In 1940 urban Utah 
included 55.5 percent of the population, rural nonfarm 27.3 percent, 
and rural farm 17.1 percent. 
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RECENT POPULATION MOVEMENTS IN UTAH 
APRIL 1940-NoVEMBER 1943 
CENSUS estimates of population movements in Utah between 
April 1940 and November 1943 are based on food ration 
books. Essentially the movement is from rural to urban counties. 
War industries in Utah were located chiefly in or near the cities. 
Table 3. Density of population of Utah counties 1940 and change in 
civilian population between April 1940 and November 1943 
(Sixteenth Census of the United States and population special reports, 
Series P. 44 No.3 Feb. 15, 1944) 
1940 Estimated change 
Utah population 1940 April 1940 and 
counties per square population November 1943 
mile 
number percent 
Grand 0.6 2,070 -273 -13.2 
Kane 0.6 2,561 -192 - 7.5 
San Juan 0.6 4,712 -1,965 -41.7 
Daggett 0.7 564 -246 -43.6 
Wayne 1.0 2,394 -578 -24.1 
Garfield 1.0 5,253 -1,792 -34.1 
Tooele 1.3 9,133 '+3,283 +35.9 
Millard 1.4 9,613 +6,182 +64.3 
Emery 1.6 7,072 -1,867 -26.4 
Beaver 1.9 5,014 -501 -10.0 
Rich 2.0 2,028 -591 -29.1 
Juab 2.2 7,392 -1,966 -26.6 
Uintah 2.2 9,898 -2,351 "-23.8 
Iron 2.5 8,331 -567 - 6.8 
Duchesne 2.7 8,958 -1,718 -19.2 
Piute 2.9 2,203 -423 -19.2 
Box Elder 3.4 18,832 -994 - 5.3 
Washington 3.8 9,269 -1,783 -19.2 
Morgan 4.3 2,611 - 37 - 1.4 
, Summit 4.7 8,714 -1,453 -16.7 
Wasatch 4.8 5,754 -415 - 7.2 
Sevier 6.3 12,112 -2,564 -21.2 
Sanpete 10.1 16,063 -2,858 -17.8 
Carbon 12.5 18,459 +2,152 +11.7 
Cache 25.4 29,797 -3,547 -11.9 
Utah 28.7 57,382 +10,969 +19.1 
Davis 58.9 15,734 +7,050 +44.8 
Weber 103.3 56,714 +13,533 +23.9 
Salt Lake 277.0 211,085 +19,362 + 9.2 
Total 550,310 +33,850 + 6.2 
Total civilian 
population 549,722 583,572 
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During this period the population of the state increased 6.2 percent, 
which is about two times the rate achieved between 1930 and 1940 
(table 3). 
In general the ' isolated counties lost population ' most heaVily. 
Counties near war industries lost least. Counties possessing coal 
and mineral resources needed in the war more than held their own. 
The urban counties increased more than the rural counties lost. All 
gains were confined to 7 counties. Losses took place in 22 counties. 
Since all the gains for the state amounting to 33,850 were confined 
to the 7 counties and since the 22 counties lost 28,681, the gains 
in the 7 counties may be estimated at about 62,000. The rural coun~ 
ties supplied about 45 percent of the gains made by the 7 counties. 
The rest came from other states and from natural increase. Two 
mining counties, Carbon and Tooele, gained moderately, one, Juab, 
lost. Cattle and sheep raising counties lost considerably. Diversi~ 
fIed farming counties lost population also. Among the counties 
which gained population, Salt Lake, Weber, and Utah have com~ 
mercia 1 and manufacturing interests. Davis is semi~urbanized, 
Millard's growth is a temporary development brought about by the 
establishment of the Japanese relocation center at Topaz. This cen~ 
ter has now been abandoned. 
In figure 1 the counties are arranged in ascending order of 
population density per square mile. The irregular line shows the 
percentage of loss or gain in population in all counties between 
April 1940 and November 1943. Since there was a forced reduc~ 
tion in the farm population of Utah preceding 1940 as shown, (1) 
by a steady decline in numbers, (2) by a high net out~migration, 
and (3) by small values of farms and buildings when compared 
with those in surrounding states it is thought by some that the 1910~ 
1913 depletion of population in the rural counties of Utah is prob~ 
ably a good thing. It must be remembered, however, that popula~ 
tion rise and decline are themselves determining influences which 
are responsible for many disorganizing problems. It is possible that 
either population expansion or contraction in relation to the basis 
on which it rests may result in an increase in well~being under pro.-
gressive leadership, but all too frequently misery and unhappiness 
follow disproportionately in the wake of such changes, particular~ 
ly where population declines. 
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Fig. 1. Civilian population change in Utah counties from April 1940 to Novem~ 
her 1943, and density of population for Utah counties in 1940 
NUMBER OF MIGRANTS IN AND OUT OF UTAH 
A LTHOUGH net migration shows a moderate outward trend from Utah the total volume Df in ... and out ... migration reveals a 
movement Df population that i~ comparat'ively large. The influence 
Df such movements on the institutiDns, the attitudes, the beliefs of 
a people cannDt help but be of cDnsiderable impDrtance. Between 
1935 and 1940 the in ... migrants Df Utah numbered 30,826 and the 
Dut ... migrants 43,218, a net loss to the state of 12,392 (fig. 2). This 
constitutes for the in ... migrants 5.6 percent of. the 1940 population 
Df the state and for the out ... migrants 7.9 percent, Dr a deficit Df 2.3 
percent. In cDmparisDn with this migration deficit IdahO' has an in ... 
migration surplus of 3.1 percent, Wyoming 1.1 percent, Colorado 
0.9 percent, New MexicO' 2.6 percent, Arizona 7.6 percent, Nevada 
7.3 percent, Washington 4.6 percent, OregDn 7.1 percent, and Cal ... 
ifDrnia 9.6 percent. MDntana with a loss Df 2.0 percent is the 
only other MDuntain or Pacific state to sustain a loss.' Thus Utah 
is an exporter of population. 
4. Sixteenth census of the United States 1940, population, internal m"igration 
1935~ 1940, p. 8~ 12. 
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Salt Lake City, the chief city of Utah, also tlost population 
through migration between 1935 and 1940, although the deficit was 
more than made up through natural increase. Out ... migrants totaled 
26,847 and in..-migrants 20,513. Of the out ... migrants 4,185 went to 
IN -MIGRANTS 
30)826 
• 
OUT - MIG RANTS EXCESS 
12,392 
EACH PERSON REPRESENTS 5 THOUSAND PERSONS 
Fig. 2. In and out-migration for Utah 1935-1940 
contiguous states, 14,075 to non..-contiguous states, and one in three 
or 8,587 went to other parts of the state. Of the in..-migrants, 8,652 
came from the state, 4,421 from contiguous states, and 7,440 from 
non..-contiguous states, 544 from possessions or foreign countries, 
and 1,208 were not reported. Salt Lake City received from the rest 
of the state about the same number she sent back. Likewise, the 
state capitol sent to adjacent states almost the same number they 
sent in return. But Salt Lake City sent out nearly twice as many 
inhabitants to non..-contiguous states as came from them to her.' 
Of the 606,717 people living in 1940 who were born in Utah 
and are now living in the United States, 433,478 were living in the' 
state of Utah and 173,239 or 28.6 percent in other states. Of the 
5. Ibid p. 23. 
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515,029' listed by the census as living in this state in 1940, 81,551 
or 15.8 percent were born in other states. Thus, there was a net out~ 
migration for the state of approximately 91,688. In 1930 this net 
was 63,869, in 1920 it was 20,833, and in 1910 it was only 1,259.7 
About 1890 the state reached the limit of its ability, under existing 
standards, to accommodate a migration increase and has since been 
sending a constantly increasing number to other states.8 
The rural farm population of the United States lost 3.5 miJIion 
persons through migration between 1930 and 1940. The excess of 
births over deaths during this time made up the deficit, the farm 
population being 30,157,513 in 1930, and 30,216,188 in 1940. At 
the later date the farm population constituted 23.2 percent of the 
total population. In Utah the farm population was 19 percent of the 
total population in 1940. 
ORIGIN OF UTAH MIGRANTS 
A N early important fact a student of migration encounters is that all groups have part in migration. People are c~nstantly 
moving from. the farm to the large city, the small city or the village, 
and from each of these to each of the others. 
Migrants come from all sizes of communities. In 1940 there 
were in Utah 67,9.05 people who had changed residence since 1935. 
Some of them (37,079) had moved from one place to another with~ 
in the state, 14,257 came from contiguous states and 16,569 from 
non~contiguous states. OJ these 67,905 people still living in Utah 
in 1940 who changed residence during 5 years, 16,411 moved from 
large cities of 100,000 or over,' 21,409 from smaller cities ranging 
from 2,500 to 100,000, 17,376 were from rural nonfarm communi~ 
ties, and 8,595 from rural farms; 4,114 were not reported. Clearly 
very few of this large number of people who faced integration into 
Utah com~unities were from farms. They were predominantly 
urban, and the great majority who were not urban had been en~ 
gaged in nonfarm vocations." 
6. The difference between this figure and the total population of the state-
550,310 in 1940-is owing to non~inclusion of native persons born outside 
continental United States. and persons from whom state of birth was not 
reported. 
7. Population special reports, U. S. Bureau of the Census, Series P~4, No. 
13, table 1. 
8. Ibid p. 1. 
9. Sixteenth census of the United States 1940, Population, internal migra~ 
tion 1935~ 1940. p. 96. 
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These 67,905 migrants had settled in Utah communities by 
1940 as follows: 20,513 in Salt Lake City, 20,813 in other urban 
areas, 19,677 in rural nonfarm areas, and 6,902 on rural farms. 
People who were residents of Utah in 1935 and who migrated 
between 1935 and 1940 were more numerous than the 1940 count 
of migrants then in Utah. Of the 1935 Utah residents numbering 
80,297 who moved during the next 5 years, 26,847 lived in Salt 
Lake City, 22,113 in other Utah urban areas, 18,367 in rural non,... 
farm villages, and 9,094 were on farms; 3,876 were not reported. 
These 80,297 people moved to different sized communities as fo1,... 
lows: 21,967 to cities of 100,000 or more, 25,789 to other urban 
areas, 24,284 to rural nonfarm towns and villages, and 8,257 to 
rural farms/II 
In this 80,297 shift of 1935 Utah residents preference is thus 
shown for small cities and for villages (non,...farm). Large cities 
( 100,000 and over) and .farms were definitely less popular with 
Utah migrants (fig. 3). 
It has. been noted that the farm population of Utah has de,... 
creased materially since 1920, when rural farm and rural nonfarm 
were first segregated. The loss from 1920 to 1930 was 25,205, and 
from 1930 to 1940, 12,315. During this period the rural nonfarm 
population made up largely of people engaged in service and supply 
for agriculture has grown, the increase from 1920 to 1930 being 
32,976, and from 1930 to 1940, 15,549. 
It appears reasonable to conclude that conditions must have 
been more favorable during the 20 year period in the rural nonfarm 
vocations than in farming, since the villagers increased in popula,... 
~ion while the farmers declined. However, the out,...migration of 
rural nonfarm population between 1935 and 1940 was larger (24,~ 
284) than the in,...migration ( 19,677). This is not the migration pic-
ture of a segment where opportunity is great enough to attract large 
numbers. It suggests merely that conditions are less unfavorable 
in nonfarm village vocations than among the farmers. 
The Utah youth study reveals a strong tendency on the part 
of youth in this state to remain in the home county near relatives 
and friends (table 4 ). Of the 66,593 youth included in the enumera-
tion, 36,335 were still living at home, leaVing 30,258 that had left 
home. Nearly half of these (14,869) were living in the home county. 
10. Ibid p. 47. 
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80297 RESIDENTS OF UTAH IN 1935 WHO BECAME MIGRANTS BETWEEN 1935-
43,218 LEFT UTAH 37,079 MOVED TO OTHER UTAH COMMUNITIES 
2~96 7 MOVED TO CITIES Of" 100,000 OR OVER 
CITIES) 
24,284 MOVED TO NOt-FARM TOWNS AND VILLAGES 
8,257 MOVED TO RURAL FARMS 
EACH PERSON REPRESENTS 8 THOUSAND PERSONS 
Fig. 3. Utah migrants make choice of new homes. More than half of those 
tplgrating between 1935 and 1940 left the state. The majority sought 
new opportunities in small cities and rural towns and villages (nonfarm). 
Relatively few continued or became farmers 
Slightly more than half ( 15,385) sought new experience and greater 
opportunity farther away. The great majority of these either found 
employment elsewhere in the state (6,519) or in states at some 
distance from home (6,627). A much smaller proportion (2,243) 
went to live in adjacent states. 
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Table 4. Areas where Utah youth were found, classified by farm tenure 
status of family head, 1941 
(Data from a study of youth in Utah; education, employment and 
migration) 
Areas 
Home 
Home county 
Elsewhere in Utah 
Contiguous states 
Non-contiguous states 
Total 
Present tenure status of family head 
Farm Farm owner Farm Neither owner Total 
owner and renter renter nor renter reported 
11,866 
5,610 
2,852 
849 
2,175 
23,363 
Number of children 
1,146 1,807 21,505 
437 693 8,129 
235 373 3,059 
66 112 1,216 
178 285 3,989 
2,062 3,270 37,898 
36,335 
14,869 
6,519 
2,243 
6,627 
66.593 
WHERE UTAH OUT ... MIGRANTS Go 
THE contribution Utah makes to the population of other states is shown in table 5 in which the present residence of Utah born 
people is given. The pioneers of Utah came from many states. Their 
descendants are finding their way back to as diversified an area. 
States receiving a considerable influx of. people native to Utah in 
descending order are: California, Idaho, Nevada, Oregon, Wash ... 
ington, Wyoming, Colorado, Arizona, Montana, Illinois, and New 
York. But all the states received some Utah ... born migrants. Further, 
the only Mountain states which did not increase the number of 
Utah ... born migrants between 1930 and 1940 were Idaho and Ari ... 
zona, and the only states in the United States which did not show 
such an increase were Vermont, Iowa, South Dakota, and the two 
Mountain states just named. 
Naturally an expanding population overflows into nearby 
areas. Of the 606,717 Utah ... born people living in 1940, 433,478 
lived in Utah, 500,851 lived in the Mountain states (Utah includ .. 
ed). The Pacific states absorbed 88,340. The East North Central 
region contained 4,579. 
The more intensive census study of internal migration between 
1935 and 1940 shows a similar movement with, however, some small 
shifts. The 12 states which contained the largest number of Utah .. 
born people still living in 1940 also received the largest number of 
Utah ... born out ... migrants between 1935 and 1940. California, 
Idaho, and Nevada continue to lead the states in the order named 
(fig. 4). Washington retained its position; Colorado, Montana, 
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New York. and Texas gained in rank while Oregon, Illinois. Wy-
oming. and Arizona declined slightly. . 
Table 5. Utah-born population of each division and state, 1940 
(Sixteenth Census of the United States, state of birth of the native 
population) 
Living in Born in Utah Living in Born in Utah 
number number 
United States 606,717 South Atlantic 2,791 
Delaware 87 
New England 705 Maryland 426 
Maine 42 Dist. of Columbia 974 
New Hampshire 33 Virginia 586 West Virginia 117 
Vermont 24 North Carolina 96 
Massachusetts 371 South Carolina 48 
Rhode Island 40 Georgia 138 
Connecticut 195 Florida 869 
East South Central 443 
Middle Atlantic 3,253 Kentucky 144 
New York 2,059 Tennessee 139 
New Jersey 458 Alabama 86 
Pennsylvania 736 
Mississippi 74 
West South Central 2,039 
East North Central 4,579 Arkansas 137 
Ohio 789 Louisiana 153 Oklahoma 484 Indiana 445 Texas 1,265 
Illinois 2,123 Mountain 500,851 
Michigan 886 Montana 3,838 
Wisconsin 386 Idaho 35,216 
West North Central 3,716 Wyoming 6,444 Colorado 5,639 
Minnesota 556 New Mexico 902 
Iowa 501 Arizona 4,342 
Missouri 1,048 Utah 433,478 
North Dakota 72 Nevada 10,992 
South Dakota 194 Pacific 88,350 
Nebraska 809 Washington 6,565 Oregon 6,748 
Kansas 536 California 75,027 
WHERE UTAH#S 1940 POPULATION CAME FROM 
T HE states that have contributed most from their native-born in-habitants to Utah's 1940 population in declining order are: 
Idaho. Colorado. Wyoming, California, Missouri, Illinois, Kansas, 
Iowa, Nebraska, and Nevada (table 6). 
The census migration tabulation covering 1935 to 1940 shows 
continued activity in' migration of the same states whi~h had ~~n 
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11-£ 12 STArES RECEIVING THE 
THE 12 STA ~S CONTAJNINC. 11-£ HIGHEST Iol)MBER HIQ£ST t-l.JM!3ER Of' UTAH OIJT 
Of' lJTAH BORN Pf:OPL£ LIVING IN 1940 M IGRANTS BETWEEN 1935-1940 
STATE PER- NUMBER STArE PER - t-lJM&R 
CENTAGE UNTAGE 
c.AUFORNIA 43.3 7~027 CAUR)RNIA 421 _ '§,2101 
IOAHO 20·3 35 2 10 ' IDAHO 13.1 . $45 
NEVADA 6.4 _ 10.992 NEVADA 
66 _ 
:).709 
OREC.ON 3.~_ 6.748 COLORADO 5.1 • 2)87 
WASH~ 3.8 _ 6,565 WASHINGTON 43 . 1.856 
WYOMING 37 _ 6.444 OREGON 4 .1. 1.760 
COLORADO 3.3 . $39 WYOMING 3.0 ' 1.313 
ARIZONA 
25 _ 
4.342 MONTANA 2.3 . 97G 
MONTANA 
22 _ 
~ ARIZONA 20 I 680 
ILLINOIS 12 . 2J 23 NEW YORK 1.7 I 714 
NEW 'tORI< 12 . 2J)S9 TExAS 101 695 
TEXAS 0.7 I 1,265 ILLINOIS 1.31 550 
AU.~ 75 _ 14.2.48 ALL OTHER 10.8 _ 4.714 
TOTAL 100 173,239 TOTAL 100 43.218 
Fig. 4. States preferred by Utah out-migrants 
most active earlier (fig. 5). Idaho still leads in sending citizens to 
Utah to live. O 'f the 10 states sending the most native ... bom citizens 
to Utah, 7 sent most between 1935 and 1940. The rank of Iowa, 
Kansas, and Illinois declined during this period so that these states 
did not continue in the first 10. Washington, Arizona, and Mon ... 
tana increased their relative positions sufficiently to join this group. 
The great majority of the 1940 population in Utah were native 
born. Of the total population of 550,310, 433,478 were born in the 
state. The melting pot with its diversities of language, nationali ... 
ties, and culture has proceeded beyond the first stages of the fusing 
process. 'A composite people more alike than their parents and 
grandparents, more stable, more predictable has now come into 
being. O'f the 116.832 people of Utah who are not Utah born, 81, ... 
551 were born in other states, leaving only 32.298 foreign born in 
1940. as against 45,989 in 1930. Thus, the foreign ... born population 
of Utah is rapidly being replaced by native born. 
AGE AT TIME OF LEAVING HOME 
T He age for leaving home as shown in the youth survey began to be important at 16. at which time 4.0 percent of all Utah 
migrating youth included in the sample left home (table 7). Grad ... 
ually the number of migrants increased each year up to 20 years 
when 3,715 of the sample or 12.3 percent left. This was the year of 
. greatest exodus. During the 21st year, 11.1 percent went, and dur ... 
ing the 22nd year 8.8 percent. By the 25th year the percentage went 
I 
I 
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Table 6. Population living in Utah in 1940 by division and state of birth 
(Sixteenth Census of the United States-State of birth of the native 
population) 
Born in Living in Utah Born in Living in Utah 
number number 
United States 515,664 East South Central 2,660 
New England 928 Kentucky 1,043 
Maine 127 Tennessee 824 
New Hampshire 61 Alabama 434 Vermont 95 
Massachusetts 449 Mississippi 359 
Rhode Island 71 
West South Central 3,980 Connecticut 125 
Middle Atlantic 3,709 Arkansas 733 
New York 1,649 Louisiana 274 
New Jersey 315 Oklahoma 1,208 
Pennsylvania 1,745 Texas 1,765 
East North Central 8,828 Mountain 470,270 Ohio 1,650 
Indiana 1,356 Montana 1,749 
Illinois 3;461 Idaho 17,388 
Michigan 1,227 Wyoming 5,236 
Wisconsin 1,134 Colorado 6,981 
West North Central 15,253 New Mexico 1,486 
Minnesota 1,204 Arizona 1,993 Utah 433,478 Iowa 3,171 Nevada 2,059 Missouri 3,534 
North Dakota 462 Pacific 6,801 South Dakota 607 
Nebraska 3,096 Washington 1,170 
Kansas 3,179 Oregon 1,234 California 4,397 
South Atlantic 2,600 
Delaware 22 Outlying possessions 225 
Maryland 210 Alaska 24 
Dist. of Columbia 170 Hawaii . 95 
Virginia 509 Philipine 78 
West Virginia 447 Other 28 
North Carolina 454 
South Carolina 253 Am. cit. born abroad 1,145 
Georgia 379 
Florida 156 U. S. not reported 635 
down to 3.6 which is smaller than the 16th year. Only 6.7 percent 
left at 26 or over. 
WHY UTAH PEOPLE MIGRATE 
SMALL COMMUNITIES SUPPLY LARGER PROPORTIONS OF MIGRANTS 
S. MALL communities provide few job opportunities outside of ag-riculture. Very small communities, also. particularly where 
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Fig. 5. Population of Utah as of' 1940 that were born in other states 
they are isolated, often fail to provide utilities and services found 
in -the larger towns and cities. Certainly comforts and luxuries are 
less numerous. It is not a matter of surprise therefore that the small ... 
er the town the larger the proportion of youth who left (table 8). 
Table 7. Young people classified by place of residence and by age at time 
of most recent departure from family home, March 1941 
(Data from a study of youth in Utah; education, employment and 
migration 1941» 
Present place of residence 
Age of Else- Total Percentage 
leaving Home where Adjacent Other living away living away 
home county in Utah states from home· from home 
-16 585 264 114 251 1,214 4.0 
17 779 365 103 288 1,535 5.1 
18 1,387 710 207 602 2,906 9.6 
19 1,767 888 278 752 3,685 12.2 
20 1,~33 790 259 833 3,715 12.3 
21 1,720 680 236 725 3,361 11.1 
22 1,341 525 192 603 2,661 8.8 
23 1,027 429 158 455 2,069 6.8 
24 742 279 125 346 1,492 4.9 
25 516 214 90 288 1,108 3.6 
26+ 1,027 397 192 413 2,029 6.7 
Not rep. 2,155 985 291 1,078 4,509 14.9 
Total 14,879 6,526 _ 2,245 -6,634 30,284 100.0 
·Of the 66,66i people enumerated, 36,377 were still living at home. 
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Table 8. Migration of Utah youth, classified by population of place of 
family residence, 1940 
(Data from a study of youth in Utah; education, employment and 
migration) 
Number of children 15 or more years of age .... 
~o tIS 
......... ~ ~ 
o a 0') tIS 
~tIS""" ~ III ..... ~ ~~ .~ ..... ~ J-I ~ tIS a bOa ~ ~ ~..c: ds~ ~,g tIS 0 1iS~ ~ ~ a;;.. ..c: tIS ~~ ~..c: "3~~ o+> ~+> J-I "; ";a ~e ..c: ..c:~ ~=:> tIS+> Q) §' ~'in +> ~g ~§ ~ ~ +>0 J-I o PoI'a~ < ..... ~ 0 E-4 ~.;: ~J-I ~ t) ~ ..... ~CJ Pol ..... 
Less than 100 1,109 587 305 77 143 2,221 1,112 50.1 
100 499 4,450 2,043 1,222 344 690 8,749 4,299 49.1 
500 999 3,739 1,437 1,279 270 637 7,362 3,623 49.2 
1,000 -2,499 6,939 3,024 1,498 556 1,439 13,456 6,517 48.4 
2,500 -4,999 4,606 1,822 879 256 842 8,405 3,799 45.2 
5,000 -9,999 1,649 683 260 110 185 2,887 1,238 42.9 
11,983 (Logan) 687 181 105 85 264 1,322 635 48.0 
18,071 (Provo) 1,702 730 307 80 380 3,199 1,497 46.8 
43,688 (Ogden) 2,582 925 210 139 430 4,286 1,704 39.8 
149,934 
(Salt Lake City) 8-,914 3,447 461 328 1,624 14,774 5,860 39.7 
Total 36,377 14,879 6,526 2,245 6,634 66,661 30,284 45.4 
Logan and Provo are exceptions to the downward trend of 
youth out .. migration as size of community increases. This is under .. 
standable, particularly at Logan where business and industry are 
less extensive than in many places of comparable size so that young 
people seek jobs elsewhere. At Provo the percentage who left is 
less than at Logan but higher than at Ogden and Salt Lake City. 
This relatively stronger desire to leave the parental roof in 
small villages is no doubt related to the large size of Utah rural 
families , the limited opportunitjes in agriculture, and little or no 
manufacturing developments in the small towns. 
LARGE SIZE OF UTAH FAMILIES 
The great source of Utah's population is natural increase. The 
early concept of "gathering" and the maintenance of a compar .. 
tively large missionary system to encourage migration actually ex .. 
ercise minor influence on population increase today. A high birth 
rate of 24.6 (1940) and a low death rate of 8.9 (1940) 11 combined 
to give the state a margin of natural increase of 15.7 in 1940. The 
crude birth and death rates in Utah since 1917 are given in table 9. 
11. Figures dealing with birth and death rates are based on comparisons per 
1.000 of population. 
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Table 9. Birth rates, death rates and natural increase (excess of birth 
rates over death rates) of the population in Utah, 1917-1943 
(Sixteenth census of the United States, Vital Statistics of the U. S. 
1942, Part I). 
Per 1,000 population 
Year Birth Death Excess of birth 
rate rate over deaths 
1917 30.7 10.4 20.3 
1918 33.1 14.2 18.9 
1919 29.2 11.0 18.2 
1920 31.2 11.5 19.7 
1921 31.9 10.5 21.4 
1922 29.7 10.5 19.2 
1923 28.8 9.5 19.3 
1924 29.1 10.5 18.6 
1925 28.2 9.2 19.0 
1926 26.6 10.4 16.2 
1927 25.7 9.5 16.2 
1928 25.7 10.1 15.6 
1929 24.4 10.0 14.4 
1930 25.4 9.9 15.5 
1931 23.4 8.7 14.7 
1932 23.1 8.5 14.6 
1933 22.8 8.4 14.4 
1934 24.1 9.2 14.9 
1935 24.1 9.6 14.5 
1936 23.8 9.7 14.1 
1937 24.0 9.4 14.6 
1938 24.8 9.1 15.7 
1939 24.0 8.7 15.3 
1940 24.6 8.9 15.7 
1941 25.0 8.3 16.7 
1942 27.4 8.4 19.0 
1943 28.2 8.3 19.9 
During the early stages of a war, birth rates tend to increase, 
in the later stages to decrease. Such influences are definitely in 
evidence following 1940. 
Utah has consistently maintained a high position .among the 
states in natural increase from decade to decade. In 1942 and 1943 
Utah led all the states in natural increase, with a margin of 19.0 
for 1942 and 19.9 for 1943. The position of Utah as compared with 
the average for the United States from 1930 to 1943 is shown in 
figure 6. ! • I I ~':~ ~-m;t 
While natural increase was slightly accelerated.in Utah be ... 
tween 1930 and 1940 it was the result of a decline in death rates. 
Fertility ratios (number of children under 5 "divided by the number 
Natural 1.ncrease 
per l,lY.X) of 
populati 0 
18 
15 .......... 
12 
9 
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Fig. 6. Natural increase of population (excess of birth rates over death rates) 
for Utah and the United States. 1930~ 1943 
Df WDmen 15 ... 45xl,000) were definitely falling bDth fDr the United 
States ~nd fDr Utah (table 10). 
It is nDt Dnly the rural peDple (farm and nonfarm) Df Utah 
who have large families. Utah cities Dver 100,000 and cities under 
100,000 are consistently far abDve the national average in natural 
increase (fig. 7). 
AmDng the 66,657 Utah youths concerning whom infDrmation 
was procured in the youth survey Dn average number Df children 
per family, relatively large families predDminate. In table 11 these 
youth are classified intO' categories involving 1 to' 17 children. Many 
belong to' families of large size. The largest single category is 6 
children with 9,440 children included. But there are 8,4 J 5 children 
in the 7 child category and 7,068 in the 8 child category. The large 
Table 10. Fertility ratios for the United States and Utah by residence 
groups, 1930 and 1940 
United States Utah 
Groups 1930 1940 1930 1940 
Urban 315 257 426 391 
Rural nonfarm 471 400 652 559 
Rural farm 503 484 649 554 
Total 391 329 523 459 
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NATURAL INCREASE 
4 8 12 16 
( , ( I 
UNITED STATES 7.2. 
!ilAI:i 
ariES OVER 100,000 12.4 
ariES UNDER 100000 IS .7 
RURAL 17. 1 
Fig. 7. Natural increase in population: (1) for the United States, (2) for 
Utah cities over 100,000, (3) for Utah cities under 100,000, and (4) for 
Utah rural people, 1940 
families hold up strongly as the number increases, the decline being 
gradual in categories larger than 6. The categories containing 6 
or more children contain 39,380 children, or 59.1 percent of the 
total number (66,657) in the sample. Utah families are large. 
Table 11. Children 15 or more years of age, classified by present residence 
and by number of children in families* of which they are members 
(Data from study of youth in Utah; education, employment and 
migration.) 
Number of N umber of children 
children At In home Elsewhere In adjacent 
in family home county in Utah states Other Total 
1 528 9 2 0 4 543 
2 2,421 206 105 25 133 2,870 
3 4,386 697 287 100 377 5,847 
4 5,673 1,430 603 181 720 8,60-7 
5 5,541 1,916 837 270 846 9,4'10 
6 5,034 2,195 933 314 964 9,440 
7 4,042 2,151 905 371 946 8,415 
8 3,159 1;903 902 287 817 7,068 
9 2,239 1,563 670 235 584 5,291 
10 1,505 1,140 535 166 525 3,871 
11 951 789 338 137 339 2,554 
12 470 430 200 81 200 1,381 
13 235 230 98 43 120 726 
14 118 126 53 15 45 357 
15 40 37 30 12 14 133 
16 28 56 25 7 19 135 
17 5 0 3 1 0 9 
Total 36,375 14,878 6,526 2,245 6,633 66,657 
*Number of children in family includes all stepbrothers and stepsisters 
as well as full-blood relatives living at home. 
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Popul~tion pressure is undoubtedly related t~ the small average 
value of farms and buildings (table 12). According to the Six .. 
teenth Census for full owners, Utah farms plus buildings have an 
average value less than any Mountain o~ Pacific state except Wash .. 
ington, and less than any of these states for part owners. 
Table 12. Average value of farms and buildings operated b.y full owners 
and by part owners, Mountain and Pacific States, ~940 
(Sixteenth Census of the U. S., Agriculture Vol. I) 
States 
Mountain 
Montana 
Idaho 
Wyoming 
Colorado 
New Mexico 
Arizona 
Utah 
Nevada 
Pacific 
Washington 
Oregon 
California 
Farms operated 
by full owners 
dollars 
7,219 
7,432 
8,002 
7,266 
7,382 
10,265 
6,597 
16,146 
5,987 
7,074 
13,156 
CHOICE OF VOCATION 
Farms operated 
by part owners 
dollars 
8,658 
9,175 
11,597 
6,986 
8,665 
15,251 
6,162 
16,495 
12,150 
11,239 
18,605 
I N 1940 the actual choic.es, free or circumstantially forced, of all employed persons and experienced workers seeking work in the 
United States and in Utah took the distribution shown in table 13. 
Thus, broadly it may be said for the United States that approxi .. 
mately 1 in 14 of the population is in the professional group (full 
and semi), 1 in 9 is a farmer, 1 in 13 a proprietor, I' in 6 a clerical 
worker, 1 in 9 a skilled craftsman, 1 in 5 an operative, 1 in 8 a ser .. 
vice worker, 1 in 14 a farm laborer, and 1 in 12 a laborer (except 
farm and mine). 
Utah differs from the nation in several respects. More Utah 
people proportionately go into the professions, farming, proprietor" 
ships, clerical work, and craftsmanships than in the nation as a 
whole. Fewer go into operative work, service work, farm labor and 
other labor. 
The 8.7 percent of Utah people who find employment in the 
professions as contrasted with 7.1 percent for the nation suggests 
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Table 13. Employed persons and experienced persons seeking work, United 
States and Utah, 1940 
(Sixteenth Census of the United States, Population, Vol. III) 
Percentage 
Occupational groups United States Utah 
Professional and 
Semi-professional 7.1 8.7 
Fanners and farm 
managers 10.6 12.8 
Proprietors, managers 
officials (except fann) 7.9 9.3 
Clerical, salesmen 
and kindred workers 16.6 17.8 
Craftsmen, foremen 
and kindred workers 11.6 12.6 
Operatives and 
kindred workers 18.7 16.8 
Service workers 12.5 8.9 
Fann laborers 
and foremen 7.0 5.9 
Laborers, except 
fann and mine 8.0 7.2 
Total number employed 45,166,083 147,621 
Total seeking work 4,326,469 14,581 
Total 49,492,552 162,202 
love of learning, good schools, and possibly high stock quality in 
Utah.u 
Whether or not it is well to choose the professions for avoca .. 
tion depends on the need of society for such services. There can be 
so many lawyers that many fail to make a living. There can be so 
12. This heavy ·movement of Utah youth into the professions has a parallel in 
eastern Canada which may be worth noting. "Nova Scotia ... was set~ 
tled by the best European stocks. English. Scotch. and Germans and some 
Irish, with a large admixture of New Englanders .•. Nova Scotia has 
long been the unchallenged leader in Canada in the production of states.. 
men and scholars. It has furnished three of the premiers of the Dominion 
... a major part of the college presidents for the rest of Canada .•• and 
this single county (Picton) has supplied a list of college professors and 
college presidents that would do credit to a province. "-R. H . Whitbeck. 
A geographical study of Nova Scotia. American Geographical Society, 
Bulletin "6: 413~4H. 417~419. 1914. (Continued on next page) 
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Fig. 8. Proportion of 66.661 Utah youth engaged in professional and semi~pro-­
fessional work classified according to residence 1941. (Material from 
study of youth in Utah; education, employment and migration) 
many school teachers that salaries become lower than unskilled 
workers. There can be so many white collar workers that extremely 
unfavorable ' conditions envelop them during depression periods. 
Many Utah people who train for professional work migrate to other 
states where opportunities are more numerous (fig. 8). and yet the 
proportion that remains in Utah is greater than that found in the 
nation as a whole (fig. 9). 
But Utah youth are going into the professions even more 
strongly than these figures, which deal only with those living in 
Utah in 1940, indicate. Occupational choices of. 25.062 Utah youth 
show that higher proportions enter the professions among those 
who have migrated than among those who remain at home (table 
RESIDENCE 
UTAH 
UNITED STATES __ U[ 
Fig. 9. Proportion of the working population engaged in professional and semi~ 
professional work for Utah and the United States, 1940 (U.S. Census 
1940) 
Scotland, Denmark and New England are other examples of peoples 
who have built highly diversified cultures on poor soil. 
Utah people mayor may not have the superior qualities attributed by 
Whitbeck to the Nova Scotians but it is clear they are making the same 
general vocational choices. Good land is limited in both areas. 
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14). For those who remain at home the proportion was 7,4 percent, 
for those who migrated to other parts of the state it was 9.6 and.for 
those who left the state it was 17,4 percent. 
Table 14. Utah workers classified by occupation and place of residence 
(Data from a study of youth in Utah; education, employment and 
migration) 
Away from Away 
Occupational groups At home in from 
home* Utah Utah 
percent 
Professional and 
semi-professional 7.4 9.6 17.4 
Farmers and farm 
managers 4.5 10.4 5.0 
Proprietors, managers, 
officials, (except farm) 5.3 7.5 7.2 
Clerical, salesmen 
and kindred workers 26.4 15.6 14.8 
Craftsmen, foremen 
and kindred workers 5.8 11.4 11.0 
Operatives and 
kindred workers 17.1 21.5 13.6 
Service workers 13.6 10.0 22.6 
Farm laborers 
and foremen 11.4 3.6 2.4 
Laborers, except 
farm and mine 8.5 10.4 6.0 
Total number 10,740 9,611 4,711 
* Aithough all youth listed were 15 or over in age, many, particularly those 
at home, were too young to have a profession. 
The larger numbers of Utah people (12.8%") who are engaged 
in farming as compared with the national percentage of 11.5 
must be considered in relation to the peculiar agricultural sit .. 
uation of Utah. 1£ opportunities are unfavorable in other fields as 
they were following 1929 more may go into agriculture than are 
needed. The value of Utah farms and buildings in comparison with 
those of other Mountain and Pacific states indicates that because 
of large families farms have been divided until they are, by them .. 
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selves. far too small. on the average, to make a good living. but 
they are nevertheless supporting. after a fashion, a large number of 
people (see table 12). 
The number of farm people in Utah underwent severe reduc-
tion between 1930 and 1940. Enforced reduction means hardship. 
for farm people usually hang on until all resources are exhausted. 
The farm population of Utah declined from 106.667 in 1930 to 
94.352 in 1940. So the comparatively large proportion of Utah 
people in farming in 194Q under these conditions cannot mean that 
opportunity is so great in this field people are attracted to it. Rather 
it may be said that an expanding population along with inadequate 
social and economic planning has probably forced many into agri-
culture because of lack of better opportunhy elsewhere. 
Two fields-mining and manufactUring-may be considered 
in relation to this problem of alternative opportunity. Of the male 
population. 14 and over. 6.8 percent in Utah is engaged in mining 
as against 2.0 percent in the United States. The opposite situation 
prevails in manufactUring; in Utah 10.9 percent is at work manu-
facturing goods, whereas. 23.4 percent of the nation's workers are 
so employed. Now mining is not. on the whole, one of the more at-
tractive or better paid vocations. Because it provides the basis for 
the development of manufactUring it becomes a necessary part of 
an enlarged process. with many types of employments available 
to large numbers of people. But. if under a system of unlimited free-
dom of enterprise investment capital from the large centers makes 
of and keeps Utah a producer of raw materials with a limited manu-
facturing 'development. such employments as mining become over-
prominent and the area fails to reap the natural rewards of its re-
sources. It is generally recognized that large corporations which 
have been able so to integrate their operations that they own the 
natural resources. the transportation facilities, the manufacturing 
plants. and the selling services they use are the ones that reap the 
large returns. Mexico has mines and oil but she also has many 
peons. The very considerable impoverishment in the fields of agri-
culture in Utah preceding the war. coupled with the large numbers 
unemployed in the cities. is closely related to a not-to-well inte-
grated industrial development in which good natural resources fail 
to find their way adequately into the finishing processes. The ship .. 
ment of pig iron from the state illustrates this. A successful agricul .. 
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ture and a healthy urban growth both await a lagging manufac .. 
turing development. Attention is directed to the present state ad-
ministration's efforts to stimulate such a development through the 
Department of Publicity and Industrial Development. 
Clerical and sales work is important to Utah young people. 
The 1940 Census data indicate that 17.8 percent of all Utah em-
ployed persons and experienced persons seeking employment are 
clerks, salesmen, and kindred workers as contrasted with 16.6 per ... 
cent for the United States. In the rural districts clerking is also 
important. perhaps because alternative employments are not num ... 
erous. The youth study shows that 26.4 percent of youth taking 
employment and remaining at home (rural and urban) were at least 
temporarily clerking. This is a large proportion. Those who left 
home but obtained clerical jobs within the state constituted but 15.6 
percent of all workers and those who left the state 14.8 percent. 
Clerking is generally regarded as a white collar job of intermediate 
rank leaning towards the lower brackets from the standpoint of 
status and pay. 
Q 'peratives and service workers are less numerous proportion-
ately in Utah than in the United States. The principal reason for 
this lies in the undeveloped state of manufacturing in Utah. The 
large number of Utah people in the professions. in clerical work. 
in farming. and in unskilled labor reflects the more limited oppor-
tunity in manufacturing. 
Farm laborers are less numerous in Utah than in many states, 
because farms are smaller and families larger. 
But the conditions which bring about the distribution of the 
working population of Utah are rooted in many things that shape 
and some of which restrict freedom of choice. Social planning is 
needed in the fields of migration. education. population policies. 
land policies involving particularly ownership and inheritance laws, 
which result in dividing up of farms, manufacturing development, 
water storage, vocational training. and planned uses of missionary 
work. looking to conservation of limited community reserves. 
When a stronger manufacturing development. based on Utah's 
natural resources, gets underway it is likely that the larger mal ... 
adjustments in Utah's urban industries. mining industries. and 
agriculture will be reduced and come into a more natural integra-
tion. Although a considerable reduction in farm population had 
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taken place, Utah farms were still overcrowded in 1940. The un .. 
certainties of mining do not make for settled, stable family living. 
Consistent urban growth depends on both manufacturing and trade. 
The shortest factor in Utah's well .. being is under .. development of 
manufacturing. Because of this the necessities of making a living 
cause many able young people to leave the state, many to remain 
on overcrowded farms that are too small, many to work in the mines 
for the benefit of distant cities. Remote control of natural resources 
is a factor which is related to under .. development of manufacturing. 
Such control is favored by unregulated freedom of enterprise 
which serves over well the interests of outside investors. Somehow 
Utah people must find ways to accumulate sufficient captital to 
ope~ate an expanding industrial development. 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
1. The people of Utah are an expanding people, whose sur .. 
plus population overruns her borders. In this respect there is agree .. 
ment with the majority of the states, 28 in number, which had in 
1940 a surplus of out .. migration. In the Mountain and Pacific states, 
however, Utah and Montana were the only states so situated. 
2. The range of migration of Utah youth shows a strong trend 
toward taking up residence in the home county. But there is also 
a strong though lesser movement to other parts of the state. The 
outward movement extends to adjacellt states and to states farther 
away. 
3. The states that have received appreciable numbers of Utah .. 
born people in descending order are: California, Idaho, Nevada, 
Oregon, Washington, Wyoming, Colorado, Arizona, Montana, 
Illinois, New York, Texas, and Missouri. The states from which 
Utah's 1940 population came, apart from the native born, also in 
descending order are: Idaho, Colorado, Wyoming, California, 
Missouri, Illinois, Kansas, Iowa, Nebraska, and Nevada. The 
regions absorbing most Utah .. ~orn people are: T 'he Mountain, the 
Pacific, and the East North Central. 
4. Larger proportions of youth migrate from small communi .. 
ties than from large ones. Logan and Provo, however, have per .. 
centages of youth who migrate almost as high as the small villages. 
5. The foreign .. born population of Utah is rapidly declining. 
Of the 550,310 people in the state in 1940, 433,478 were native 
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born, 81,551 were born in other states and 32,298 were foreign 
born. There were 45,989 foreign born in Utah in 1930. 
6. The overflow of Utah-born people into other states is the 
result of natural increase. The size of Utah families is compara-
tively large. Nearly 6 out of 10 (59.1 %) of. the 66,657 (rural and 
urban) youth included in the youth study were from families hav .. 
ing 6 or more children. 
7. At 16 years the Utah youth migrant becomes important in . 
the ranks of those who leave the parental roof. Four percent of 
those included in the youth study was on the way at this age. By 
17 the proportion had risen to 5.1 percent, by 18 to 9.6, by 19 to 
12.2, and by 20 to 12.3 percent. From this age on the percentage 
declines to 6.7 at 26 years of age and over. . 
8. The out .. migration from Utah between 1935-1940 from (1 ) 
cities over 100,000, (2) other cities, (3) rural nonfarm vocations, 
and (4) rural farms, show tendencies to avoid the large cities and 
the farms, and to favor the smaller cities and the Villages (non .. 
farm). Stated differently this means that many out .. migrants from 
Salt Lake City choose to live in smaller c!ties. Numerous farm peo .. 
pIe favored nonfarm vocations. The small cities, towns and villages 
attracted more than their share of Utah migrating families. 
This brief inquiry shows definitely that Utah's population 
pendulum has reversed its course. Chief concern should now be 
with out-migration or .. disp~rsion." It was not the purpose of the 
study to inquire into the "ideology" of the dispersion that is taking 
place. It may be pOinted out, however, that there is need for one 
that will compare in adequacy and comprehensiveness with the 
prOgram which was ready for those who became the pioneer 
builders. 
There are still ample grounds for belief in planned communi-
ties so characteristic of Utah's founding. Implemented plans super-
imposed on people have generally failed. Pioneer Utah communi-
ties succeeded best where natural leadership emerged from the set-
tlers and was recognized in church and civic fields. Community 
plans must grow out of the people's thinking and striving with the 
aid of skilled local leadership desirably implemented in larger 
relations. 
Population movements and pressures in Utah which now bring 
about enforced out-migration as a dominant characteristic strongly 
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suggest this need for planned movements and settlements. Cer-
tainly such efforts are in line with the history, philosophy, and past 
achievements of this people . . 
Such group movements in undeveloped areas like the Coulee 
basin would probably possess the advantages of like mindedness, 
social solidarity, and unity of aspiration. They might well go along 
with the widespread movement of individual families to areas where 
jobs ar~ available. 
Utah out-migrants are predominantly young people. They 
appear to be a little better educated than those who remain. More 
of them are entering the professions. In retracing the steps of their 
forebears, they do not carry with them a torch proclaiming new 
things to come or an expectation of miraculous accomplishments 
that are near at hand. Seasoned through several generations of 
battling with mountain deserts and waste lands they are more real-
istic than their fathers. In adversity they have learned how to find 
some of the nuggets of gold which lie deep buried in human rela-
tionship. Although they do not profess to have nearly as many 
answers to the greater problems they have learned to climb steep 
mountains where cold springs flow in summer; to enjoy blue skies, 
clean air and gentle breezes; to rest on high peaks and meditate 
about things far away which they can see but dimly. The mantle 
of mountains and valleys has wrapped itself over and into their 
personalities. Tempered but not discouraged, they are rejoining 
the youth of other states in a search for employment and in the 
quest for good living. Utah appears to be giving generously of the 
best she has. 
